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NATLONAL POLICY AND LSSUES 


OWNERSHIP OF MEANS OF PRODUCTION DISCUSSED 


HKL9O3l« Beijing JINGJT YANJTU [ECONOMIC RESEARCH) in Chinese No 6, 20 Jun 61 
pp 18-26 


[Article by Tang Zhongkun [0781 1350 3540] of the Economic Research Inatitute 
of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences: "The Structure of the Ownership 
of the Means of Production i © ¢« Country as Seen From Practice”-~-slaatlines 
denote boldface type] 


|Text|) The structure of the ownership of the means of production may either 
refer to structure in the context of the category of ownership itself, or to 
the structure of ownership in the context of the national economy. This article 
will etudy some practical experiences acquired since the founding of our PRC 
and hence put forward some views on certain questions concerning the structure 
of onwership, .n the context of the national economy, in our country at the 
present stage. 


In our country, thanks to the new democratic revolution and the socialist revolu- 
tion, the semifeudal, semicolonial type of structure of ownership has been 
replaced by a structure of ownership whereby socialist public ownership pre- 
dominates. This great transformation has helped liberate the social productive 
forces, so that the national economy has been able to develop at a rapid rate 
unparalleled by any growth rate in the old society. In pioneering the cause 

of socialism, we have accumulated through practice rich historical experiences 

in handling changes in the structure of ownership. Whether we have achieved 
successful experiences or suffered from setbacks, if we are good at summing 

up the experiences, these experiences will become our precious wealth which 

will play a postiive role of far-reaching significance in improving the structure 
of the ownership of the means of production in our country. 


The structure of the ownership of the means of production must be compatible 
with the social structure of the productive forces. 


Right after we gained victory in the revolution, the basic characteristics of 
our country's productive forces were: first, the overall! degree of socialization 
of production was low, and second, the development of the productive forces was 
extremely unbalanced. 








The guiding ideology governing the transformation of the ownership of the means 
of production tn « if country included a correct assesament of the imbalance in 
the development of the productive forces among various forma of ownership before 
the founding of the PRC, The 7th party Central Committee had analyzed at ites 

éd plenary session the following basic national condition: in our national 
economy, modern ndustries occupied a 1l0=<percent share while scattered agricul tural 
production and handicrafts occupied a 90=-percent share. The party Central 
Committee clearly pointed out that for a c ‘siderable number of yeare to come 
after the victory o! the Chinese revolution, we had to basically proceed from 
this point in considering all iseues. Thus, proceeding from this point, it 
established different policies toward various economies governed by different 
types of owne ship, namely, feudal land ownership, bureaucrat-capitalist 
ownership, national-capitalist ownership and individual ownership. Through 

land reform, our state abolished feudal land ownership, which most seriously 
fettered the productive forces. By confiscating bureaucrat capital, we not only 
elimanated capital which had intense feudal and comprador characteristics. More- 
over, because we directly expropriated the most concentrated capital which 
accounted for 80 percent of the capital of the relatively modern enterprises 

in old China, and which had taken the form of state monopoly capital, we 
destroyed the main body of the Chinese capitalist economy and built up a 
socialist economy characterized by state ownership, so that the state, whose 
leadership was in the hands of the working class, controlled the lifeline of 

the national economy, and the economic foundation for the development of 
socialism in our country was established. Relying on this foundation, we 

made use of, restricted and transformed the national-capitalist economy, and 
also carried out the cooperative transformation of individual economy. 


However, the development of the productive forces was highly unbalanced within 
our country's national-capitalist economy, as well as within the individual 
economies. Consider the national-capitalist economy. In 1953, out of 150,000 
private industrial enterprises over the whole country, 0.11 percent [as printed) 
employed more than 500 workers each, while 69.7 percent were primitively-equipped 
and scattered small enterprises employing less than 10 workers each. According 
to 1954 statistics, 20.93 percent of the private industrial enterprises in our 
country were large-scale ones, while 79.07 percent were handicraft workshops 

of the type prevailing before capitalism was fully developed. As for individual 
agricultural economy, tne conditions of the productive forces also differed from 
place to place, though the dependence on manual labor was universal. For 
example, the degree of development of the productive forces in individual agri- 
cultural economy in the suburbs of large cities where the commodity economy was 
well developed was obviously incomparable to the degree of development of 
individual economy in remote mountainous districts where communications were 
blocked or, even in outlying districts where the commodity economy was in a 
rudimentary stage. However, in the past, the guidance for socialist transforma- 
tion did not embody due attention to the imbalance in the development of the 
productive forces in the national-capitalist economy or individual economy. 


Nevertheless, before 1955, our country's socialist transformation was carried out 
conside.ably smoothly. Why? The reason was related to the course of the history 
of our country's socialist transformation. By 1954, agricultural or handicraft 














producers’ cooperatives as well as joint state-private enterprises were still 
basically im the trial stage, At that time, our party paid relatively great 
attention to the “leftist” tendency to attempt to put an end to capitaliem 

in one day, We insisted on restricting national capital, but avoided resatrict- 
ing it too rigidly, For example, we curbed market speculation in 1950, launched 
etruggies againet the “five evile” in 1952 and im: lemented the state monopoly 
over the purchase and marketing of grains, cotton and olla and aleo nationalized 
major wholesale businesses in 1953 and 1954, These were steps taken to restrict 
private capital, Wowever, after the state had taken each step, it would 
immediately adopt measures to readjust relations between the state and private 
individuals, and between workers and capitalists as well as between production and 
marketing, to help the private enterprises overcome difficulties in production 

or management, which they met in the course of social-economic organization. 
Therefore, from 1949 to 1953, in absolute figures, the number of workers as well 
as the value of outp:’t of the private industrial enterprises grew year after year, 
though the state ‘~ dustrial enterprises and the joint state-private industrial 
enterprises were developing even faster. This played a positive role in 
increasing market supply, helping us to arrange jobs for workers anu so on. 
Moreover, because large factories were given priority over smaller ones in 
implementing joint state-private operation, those factories which were brought 
under joint state-private operation before 1954 were basically large ones with 
relatively better equipment. The majority of them belonged to modern industries. 
The results of such joint operation were markedly good. From 1951 to 1954, the 
total value of output of the joint state-private industrial enterprises (excluding 
those freshly brought under joint operation in the current year) grew at 25 percent 
to 32 percent per year. Lenin said that for a country in which small-scale 
farming prevails, in which the working class has seized political power and 
controls the lifeline of the national economy, "it is possible to foster socialism 
by means of private capitalism (not to say state capitalism)." (Lenin: "On Grain 
Tax" ir “Selected Works of Lenin,” Vol 4, p 529) The practice in our country 
verified this thesis. 


In the early stages of the cooperative transformation of agriculture and handi- 
crafts, in guiding this transformation, we paid relatively great attention to 
persisting in the principle of voluntary transformation and pursuing mutual 
benefits, to implementing the principles of demonstration by models and step-by- 
step advance, and also to adopting the form of gradual transition. Moreover, 
we also respected the creativity of the masses in matters of labor organi zation, 
forms of calculating rewards and so on. Therefore, although we lacked a clear 
understanding of the imbalance in the development of the productive forces in 
individual agricultural economy and handicrafts, actually in the course of the 
cooperative transformation, we could generally pay attention to the differences 
in the productive forces between various localities, so that the development 

of the cooperative movement was relatively compatible with the actual local 
conditions of the productive forces. The number of agricultural producers’ 
cooperatives increased from more than 300 in December 1951 to more than 

14,000 in December 1953, and rose further to some 100,000 in October 1954. 

The growth cate was high. Moreover, the cooperatives were established on a 
relatively firm basis, so that they became a great temptation to peasants in 
their neighborhood. Some peasants formed so-called "spontaneous cooperatives” 














before they were permitted to form cooperatives, At that time, the cooperative 
transformation in our country was free from the disruption of the productive 
forces as experienced by the Seviet Union in the course of ite agricultural 
collectivization, Moreover, the growth in our agricultural output was insured, 
Hetore 1955, the number of draught animals increased each year. From 1953 to 
1955, the rate of growth in agricultural production followed a rising trend. 


Therefore, overall, before 1955, the imbalance in the development of the 
productive forces in the na tional-capitaliat economy and the individual economies 
did not result in marked contradictions in the practice of socialist transform- 
tion, 


wowever, when agricultural and handicraft producers’ cooperatives as well as 
joint state-private enterprises developed from the trial stage to being adopted 
on a full scale, this contradiction became prominent. Joint state-private 

operat ion was expanded in 1954 and began to be applied to small factories in 
1955, After experimentation on a general scale in 1954, agricultural producers’ 
cooperatives developed greatly in the winter of 1954 and in the spring of 1955. 
Their numbers increased from 100,000 to 670,000, Because the development was 
accelerating, some localities began to neglect their local conditions. Moreover, 
at that time the state purchased 7 billion jin of grain in excess of normal 
purchases, Therefore, a certain shortage appeared in the rural situation. 

We should have been more careful about the progress of transformation. However, 
in the summer of 1955, in our party there arose a debate on whether "we were 
frightened by success" or “we became dizzy with success." The bone of contention 
was whether in the cooperative transformation of agriculture we should pay 
attention to l cal differences and proceed from the actual local conditions of 
the productive forces. The conclusion of the debate precisely denied that the 
cooperative transformation of agricuiture had to be compatible with the imbalance 
in the development of the productive forces in different localities as well as 
with the progress of industrialization. It was argued that since tae experiment 
had been successful, the transformation could be extended to all localities 
whatever their specific conditions. Therefore, cooperative transformation was 
populacized in the whole country in the form of a movement that went from top to 
bottom. In June 1955, only 14.2 percent of all the peasant households in our 
country had joined the cooperatives, and less than 0.1 percent of the peasants 
were members of the advanced cooperatives. In June 1956, 92 percent of the 
peasant households had joined the cooperatives. At the end of 1956, 87.8 percent 
of the peasants had become members of advanced cooperatives. The overwhelming 
majority of the peasants in our country had been enrolled in advanced cooperatives 
without going through the transitional form of elementary cooperatives. This 
rash transition led to violations of the principles of voluntary action, pursuing 
mutual benefits aud suiting measures to local conditions. Not only did this 
cause consequences that affected the subsequent development of the rural produc- 
tive forces, but it also affected current production at that time. The rate of 
growth in the value of agricultural output dropped from 7.6 percent in 1955 

to 5 percent in 1956, to 3.6 percent in 1957 and further to 2.4 percent in 1958. 
The number of draft animals began to decrease in 1956. It further decreased by 
4.5 percent in 1957 compared with 1956. Under the influence of the high tide 

in the cooperative transformation of agriculture, the nationalization of capitalist 














industrial and commercial enterprises was also quickened, They were treated in 
the same way, while the imbalance in the development of their productive forces 
was ignored, In a short period of 2 or 3 months early in 1956, joint state- 
private operation was applied, on the basis of whole industries, to the handi- 
craft workshops, which conscituted the majority of Lie national -capitalist 
enterprises, even before their productive forces had developed for a relatively 
long time, This was followed by reductions, mergers, transformation and 
amalgamations on a wide scale. There was also a trend of blind amalgamations 
after the cooperative transformation of handicraft production units, small 
commercial unite and vendors. The immediate results were a decrease in product 
variety as well as a deterioration of product quality and standard of service. 


Under these circumstances, at the eighth national congress of the party, 

Comrade Chen Yun put forward in his speech measures of readjustment, such as 

to reduce the scale of cooperatives, to preserve as a long-term measure the 
individual mode of operation for small commercial units and vendors as members 
of cooperative groups, and to carry out production and operation on an individual 
basis in the majority of joint state-private enterprises. He thus concisely 
described the structure of ownership after the readjustment: "State enterprises 
and collective enterprises constitute the main body of our industry and commerce, 
but there must be » certein number of individually-run production units to 
supplement them." He also put forward relevant market structures and planning 
systems to help implement this structure of ownership. (See Chen Yun's article: 
"New Problem After the High Tide in Transforming Capitalist Industrial and 
Commercial Units" in RENMIN RIBAO, 21 September 1956) 


These tentative ideas of Comrade Chen Yun did not subsequently become the 
principles for guiding our country's economic work. Actually, af*er 1958, the 
structure of ownership in our country developed even more anomalously in a direc- 
tion contrary to these centative ideas. However, practice has verified that these 
ideas were very farsighted. Today, our national conditions are vastly different 
from those in 195¢. An independent and relatively complete industrial system 

and national economic system have been established. However, our basic national 
condition still follows the old pattern: We have a population of 1 billion of 
whom 800 million are peasants. Under this condition of the productive forces, 

not only does collective ownership remain the basic form of ownership in the 
countryside, but even in the cities state owwnership cannot replace all other forms 
of ownership. This point can be adequately verified by merely considering the 
ability to accumulate funds, without considering other factors which affect the 
structure of ownership. If we take into account the transfer of the value created 
by rural labor to the state funds through the lever of prices, then actually the 
accumulation of funds in our country depends largely on rural sources. However, our 
rural labor productivity is very low. The countryside can just provide very 
limited amounts of accumulation funds. It is practically impossible to equip 

the whole of the new urban productive forces each year according to the technologi- 
cal standard required by the state-owned enterprises. For many years, the 
abnormal phenomenon of the coexistence of numerous vacant positions and grave 
unemployment in the towns and cities has been due to arcificially pushing aside 

or abolishing all forms of ownership except state ownership in disregard of our 
national condition, in particular, restricting urban and rural collective economy. 











The history of the tortuous development of our country's economy has verified 
that in such a big country as ours with a populatior of 1 billion of whom 

800 million are peasants, because of the low degree of socialization in produc- 
tion and che extreme imbalance in the development of the productive forces, 

the development of the forms of ownership should be unbalanced, Thie (c an 
irresistible law. A structure of ownership compatible with our count: ''s 
actual social productive forces can only be one embodying the coexisteuce of 
many forms of ownership with socialist public ownership predominant. Not 

only is such coexietence inevitable, but within certain limits private ownership 
or semi-private ownership will also inevitably exist. 


LI 


Over many years in the past, the basic trend in the guiding principles concerning 
the issue of ownership was to pursue an over-increasing scale of the owner as an 
entity. This scale is usually called the scale of a unified accounting unit. 

It was believed that the larger this scale, the higher the degree of superiority 
or the degree of socialist public ownershir, and that it was unnecessary to 
consider the conditions of the productive forces. In 1958, a large-scale 
"transition in ownership” was launched over the whole country, eve: before we 

aad solved the problem of the scale of owner-entities surpassing the productive 
forces, a problem caused by rash measures taken in the latter stages of the 
socialist transformation. Within a few months in 1958, the conversion of produc- 
tion un'ts in the countryside into people's communes was accomplished. The 
people's commune, which was on average some 30 times larger than an advanced 
cooperative, be ame the typical owner-entity. It was also declared that within 

} to 6 vears, all rural areas in our country had to accomplish the ‘transition 
from collective owners: ip into ownership by the whole people,” that is, the 
transition toward state ownership. In 1958, "the overwhelming majoiity of 

the collectively-owned handicraft cooperatives had accomplished the transition 
into state-run factories owned by the whole people." (Deng Jie [6772 3381): "A 
preliminary summing up of the socialist transformation of handicrafts in China,” 
People's Publishing House December 1958 Edition, p 112) The practice of 
“integrating shops or workshops and closing them down" war applied to cooperative 
shops and cooperative groups on an extensive scale with their nationalization. 

To sum up, the guiding ideology embodied the belief that state ownership was 

most superior. 


Actually, each form of ownership is appropriate only within the limits prescribed 
by the productive forces which it can accommodate. It is only within such limits 
that it can promote the development of the productive forces, and hence 

display superioiity. 


Socialist public ownership is a product of socialized large scale production, 
which is in turn a product of the capitalist mode of production. Engels said 
that even in a capitalist society, it is "only when the means of production or 
the means of communication have /really/ developed to such an extent that they 
cannot be appropriately managed by joint stock companies, so that /economically/ 
nationalization becomes inevitable, that nationalization ... represents economic 
progress and represents a new stage at which society itself is ready to take over 








the ownership of all productive forces." (Engels: "Ant!-Duhring,"” in "Selected 
Works of Marx and Engels,” Vol 3, p 317) Boldface type is there in the 
original.) 


[mn our country, not to mention agriculture or handicrafts, even for the handicraft 
workshops, which constituted the majority of the enterprises belonging to the 
national-capitalist economy, (but which accounted for a minority of the total 
value of the output of these enterprises,) not only was the attainment of the 
degree of development in the productive forces, as mentioned in the above 
quotation from Engels, altogether out of the question, but even the mature stage 
of capitaliom, namely the stage of large-scale industries, had not yet been 
attained, If we Wh not taken state capitalism simply as a stepping stone for 

an impatient transition into nationalization, but had really taken it as a means 
to develop the productive forces as Lenin said, and let those handicraft workshops 
experience development of their productive forces, which was necessary in the 
stage of state capitalism, then the productive forces could have developed much 
more favorably than if nationalization were implemented immediately, as happened 
in 1956. (Implementing joint state-private operation over whole industries was 
actually tantamount to nationalizat‘on.) Moreover, we did not have to discard 
another tentative idea, according to which the handicraft workshops could be 
purchased by the state in certain forms, and then entrusted to joint management 
by their workers under the supervision f society. If so, some of the still- 
existing shortcomings of our state ownership, which were caused by the inadequate 
development of the productive forces, might also have been reduced. Although 
these handicraft workshops accounted for as much as 79.07 percent of the total 
number of private industrial entecprises in 1954, the value of their output 
accounted for only 28.59 percent of the total value of output of private industrial 
units. Therefore, if we had not impatiently nationalized them, and if we had 
guided their development appropriately, the superiority of the socialist economy 
in our country would not have been affected. Conversely, by exploiting their 
characteristics, such as their flexible, scattered and individual operation, 

we could have increased the production and supply of manufactured daily goods, 
enlivened the market and brought about convenience for the daily life of the 
masses. Such a development of the productive forces would have been able to 
promote the development of « cialism in the final analysis. 


As for achieving socialist iationalization on the basis of the existing productive 
forces in our country's agricultural and handicraft sectors, it was a utopian 
fantasy. In 1957, the degree of mechanization for the handicraft producers’ 
cooperatives in our country, calculated in relation to their workers, was 

only 3.75 percent. However, in 1958, 85 percent of the handicraft cooperative 
organizations had “undergone transition and been converted into factories" owned 
by the state by various names. In the countryside, the people's communes in some 
localities declared practicing ownership by the whole people” while they were 
still on a basis of small-scale farming that employed primitive technology. To 
practice nationalization on the technological basis of manual labor was merely 
tantamount to a reallocation of resources among various coliective units described 
as “plundering the rich and assisting the poor.” A system of state ownership 

thus established will not only be devoid of any superiority, but will represent 

a direct exploitation of peasants and handicraft workers. It will not help 
achieve common prosperity, but will only lead to universal poverty. This has been 
verified by the grave disruption of the production forces caused by the "transition 
in the system of ownership" in 1958. 














Early in the 1960's, the grave difficulties in our national economy forced us 
to readjust the structure of ownership. After two rounds of readjustments of 
the people's communes, the production teams, which were equivalent in scale to 
elementary cooperatives, were established as the basic owners. Some handicraft 
cooperative organizations and cooperative shops (or groups, were also restored. 
Moreover, some individual industrial and commercial units were also restored. 
Without ».uch readjustments of the structure of ownership, the task of national 
economic readjustment could not have been accomplished. 


However, at that time, the readjustment of the structure of ownership was not 
thorough. In particular, many links in the internal and external relations of 
ownership peculiar to the rural production teams were not readjusted as they 
should have been. Consequently, the development of the productive forces was 
hindered. Moreover, we did not draw the necessary theoretical conclusions in 
relation to the political line about the "transition in the system of ownership" 
of 1958. Therefore, when our national economy took a slightly favorable turn, 
“Leftist” tendencies began to reemerge. In particular, during the decade of 
upheaval, “transition and poverty” developed viciously. Individual industrial 

and commercial units were abolished, and the number of urban workers belonging 

to such individual units decreased from 2,270,000 in 1964 to only 150,000 ir 1°77. 
The urban economy under collect've onwership was also devastated, so that it 
existed in name only. In various rural areas, the “transition” from ownership 

on the basis of production teams to ownership on the basis of production brigades 
was repeatedly implemented under coercion. Thus, the imbalance in the structure 
of ownership of the means of production in our country was increasingly aggravated, 
so that shortly before the smashing of the “gang of four,” our national economy 
had been brought to the brink of collapse. 


The repeated fluctuations in our country’s economy have repeatedly taught us 
that with the imbalance in the development of our country’s productive forces, 
we cannot artificially put an end to the coexistence of many different forms of 
ownership, which play their roles in promoting the development of productive 
torces within certain limits. 


Marx said: "Certainly no social formation will come to an end before all the 
productive forces which it can accommodate have been brought into play. Moreover, 
certainly no new and more advanced production relations will appear vefore the 
material conditions for its existence have ripened in the womb of the old 
society.” (Marx: "Preface to ‘Critique of Political Economics,'” in "Selected 
Works of Marx and Engels,” Vol 2, p 83) 


The ownership of the means of production is a social form of integration of the 
workers with the means of production. This social form must inevitably be 
Limited by the degree of development of the workers and of the means of produc- 
tion. Before such development has reached a certain degree, the formation of 

a social form of integration of the two, that is, the formation of a definite 
form of ownership, which is compatible with this degree of development, will 

be impossible. On account of its nature, the form of ownership cannot surpass 
the degree of development of the productive forces. A new and more advanced 

for of ownership cannot appear prior to the formation of those productive for-es 
which it can accommodate. 





it is poseible tor the scale of the owner-entity to surpass the degree of develop- 
ment of the productive forces. Actually, over the past 20 years and more, cuch 
* situation bas existed in our country. However, the scale of the owner-enrity 
is & Comeept different trom the degree of socialist pwblic ownership. If the 
former is “large,” it may imply, but is not necessarily tantamount to, a high 
legree of public ownership. What we call public here refers to nothing other 
tham soc. alist public ownership, which is a direct integration of the workers 
with the means of production within the domain of a society or collective. If 
am expansion in the scale of the owner-entity is really based on the needs of 
the development of the social productive forces, such a “largeness" in scale 
can imply the direct integration of the workers with the means of production 
within « Larger domain, and thus imply an increase in the degree of socialist 
public ownership. Otherwise, if an expansion in the scale of the owner-entity 
is artificial rather than based on the needs of the development of the social 
productive torces, the direct integration of the workers with the means of 
production within the domain of the collective will inevitably be disrupted 

ana the degree of socialist public ownership will inevitably fall. Our basic 
past experiences inthis respect were that we merely pursued expansion of the 
scale of the owner-entity without caring about what production relations would 
appropriately be embodied in the enlarged scale, and without conscientiously 
improving the situation of the direct integration of the workers with the 
means of production within the domain of society or the collective. 


Urban and rural collective ownership is a basic form of socialist ownership in 
ovr country. Collective ownership can accommodate not only those productive 
forces peculiar to manual labor, but on the basis of manual labor we can 
establish collective ownership. However, we should not forget that collective 
ownership established on the basis of manual labor can only be in its elementary 
form, and its scale must not be too large. This is especially so in the 
countryside. Until now, in our country's rural areas social means of production 
are still in very small quantities. On the average, each production team in our 
country has total assets valued at only 11,000 yuan, less than the value of a 
tractor of the model "Iron Bull 55." Moreover, the education standard as well 

as technical and management abilities of the commune members and cadres are 

low. According to a survey of 424 basic accounting units spread over 

26 provinces, municipalities and autonomous regions, conducted by the departments 
concerned in 1979, about 45 percent of the workers were illiterate or semi- 
illicerate. The general situation of our country is that in the light of the 
current degree of development of the workers and means of production, the basic 
rural collective economic organization is a \abor association relying principally 
on manual labor. In this situation, a smaller scale will be conducive to coopera- 
tion in labor among the commune members. Because the degree of development of 
the means of labor has not yet made it a technical necessity to practice coopera- 
tion on a larger scale in the labor process, a larger scale will tend to give 
rise to the phenomenon of nobody taking charge of production or management. 

Thus, to maintain discipline in work, we often have to rely on coercive 

political measures. Because of people's low education standard, errors and 
confusion in the accounts of the communes and production teams are very difficult 








to avoid, Even if the aceounte are clear and correct, it is difficult for the 
commune members to examine them, If the scale is too large, the commune members 
de fot know the actual distribution of collective income or the actual conditions 
of prea «tion and management in the collective, ven if they know these actual 
conditions, usually they can do nothing about them, Therefore, the actual joint 
ownership, ie and disposal of the means of production and products by the cowmune 
members cannot be ineured, It is difficult to prevent some individuals from 
appropriating the fruite of collective labor. It is even more difficult to curb 
careless spending o. evil trends of egalitarianiem and indiscriminate tranefer 

of resources, Obviously, these are signe of a lowertng of, inetead of a rise in, 
the degree of socialist public ownership. 


Various forme of systems of job responsibility whereby rewards are linked to output, 
established in recent years, represent a change in the form of operation, labor 
organization and method of calculating rewards in the countryside, or, in other 
words, @ readjustment of the specific production and distribution relations within 
the production ‘eames, Specific production and distribution relations are the 
embodiment of the system of ownership. Therefore, their readjustment accually 
amounts to 4 readjustment of specific links in the system of collective ownership 
practiced by the production teams, This readjustment is conducive to el iminat ing 
pernicious iativences of feudaliem which have intruded into the internal relations 
of the production teams, such as extra economic coercion, patriarchal rule and 

so on, as well as being conducive to doing away with encroachment on the fruite 

of the commune members’ labor. Consequently this readjustment promotes the 

direct integration of the workers with the means of production within the domain 
of the collective. 


lil 


Achieving socialist , ‘ic ownership and raising the degree of such ownership involve 
certain processes of vevelopment, which cannot be accomplished at one stroke. 
Engele said that in the proletarian revolution, we "can only gradually transform 
existing society,” and cannot put an end to private ownership at a stroke, "just 
as it is impossible to increase overnight the productive forces to an extent 
necessary for establishing an economy dominated by public ownership.” He also 
said that “private ownership can be abolished only subsequent to the creation 

of vast quantities of means of production, which is necessary for abolishing 
private ownership.” (Engele: "Principles of Communiem,” in "Selected Works of 
Marx and Engels,” Vol 1, p 219) These words of Engels refer to typical capitalist 
countr.es where industry is well developed. He held that it is possible and 
necessary) to abolish private ownership in these countries, but to completely 
abolish private ownership involves a considerable process. Engels strictiy 
distinguisred the possibility and necessity of abolishing private ownership 

from the process of abolishing it even in the case of such countries. Now that 

we build socialism on the ruins of a semifeudal, semicolonial society in which 
email farmers account for the overwhelming majority of the population, how can 

we completely destroy private ownership without experiencing a considerably 

long process in developing the productive forces! 
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However, over many years in the past, in our ccuntry, net only did the guiding 
ideology embody attempts to accomplish overnight the implementation of public 
ownership on a full seale, but vigorous efforte were devoted to turning over 
all means of production to the state, which grasped thes in an increasingly 
centralized manner without caring about the degree of development of the 
productive forces nor about the actual internal relations of state ownership. 
it seemed that the larger the quantities of means of production in the hands 
of the state, the firmer was the adherence to socialian, 


Keonomically, it is inevitable for the proletariat to establish state ownership 
after seizing political power, because there is no organization other than the 
state organization already in its hands, which it can use to expropriate the 
exploiting classes, to control the lifeli:e of the national economy, and thus to 
implement socialist transformation, 


However, state ownership is limited by the categories of productive forces which 
it is compatible with, After ite establishment, it must compete with private 
ownership, semi-private ownership and even the socialist collective economy, so 
that we can tell within what limite it is really superior to other forms of 
economy. It is also only through such competition that ite internal socialist 
relations which are compatible with the development of the productive forces can 
really develop and be consolidated, After the founding of the PRC, state-owned 
economy had had successful experiences of competing with capitalist economy. 
Since 1958, the state-owned economy has enjoyed increasing monopolistic power 
and has consequent!y undergone fewer and fewer tests in competing with other 
economic forma, so that in recent years, when other economic forms have 
developed and have been restored in slight degrees, its lack of vigor has become 
manifest in competition. 


The commodity economy is not well developed in our country. Therefore, on a 
national scale, the extent of organization that depends on economic relations 
which are naturally formed in the development of the commodity economy is very 
low. Moreover, a considerably large portion of our country's state-owned economy 
has even been established on the basis of manual labor. Consequently, to highly 
centralize various types of economy which are considerably scattered because 

of the degree of development of their productive forces, we have had to rely on 
administrative coercive measures. Holding together the actually considerably 
scattered types of economy by means of administrative centralization is the 
crucial reason why very often under the current system our state-owned economy 
becomes rigid once centralization is tightened and is thrown into disorder 

once centralization is relaxed. 


The main characteristic, formed over many years, of our country's state ownership 
is that the enterprises are subordinate to the administrative bodies of the 
atate at variow: levele, which directly organize and manage all their economic 
activities. Whether power is centralized or delegated to the localities, economic 
decisionmaking is undertaken solely by administrative bodies. Moreover, because 
the party is not separated from the government, very often decisions are made by 
a winority of party or government leaders or even by some individual eaders, 
who need not shoulder the responsibility for economic risks. The enterprises 
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cannot take part in economic decisionmaking, and need not shoulder the responsi- 
bility for using state funds, Because the enterprises are subordinate to central 
administrative departments or lov al administrative bodies, on a national scale, 
the circulation of commodities is often disrupted by the setting up of separatiat 
regimes by departments or by the setting up of blockade by the ‘ocalities, 
Moreover, because the state-owned [words indistinct) (including the state 
commodity departments, foreign trade departments and state-run supply and market~ 
ing cooperatives) holds a monopolistic position, the exchange of commodities 

has, to @ certain extent, actually become an act of exercising some unilateral 
will coercively, instead of “an act done by mutual consent" (Marx: “Das Kapital," 
People's Publishing House 1975 Edition, Vol 1, p 102) between buyers and sellers. 
This net only impedes the transmission and feedback of economic information within 
the state-owned sector, so that errors occur in decisionmaking and production 

is divorced from demand; moreover, because the channele of circulation are 
blocked, very often the socialist collective economy as well as the individual 
economy which constitutes a necessary supplement to the socialist publicly-owned 
economy must be subordinated to the “bureaucratic industrial sector" and 
“bureaucratic commercial sector,” so that they cannot develop normally in 
coordination with the state-owned economy. This has been one important reason 

why grave disproportion occurs in our country's current structure of ownership. 
Therefore, readjusting and reforming the internal structure of our state ownership 
constitute the key measure in readjusting and reforming the structure of ownership 
over the entire national economy. 


in readjusting and reforming the internal structure of state ownership in our 
country, I think it is necessary to roughly distinguish between two categories 
of enterprises according to the degree of development of the productive forces. 
The first category consists of enterprises which have a very low degree of 
socialization in production, which still basically rely on manual labor, and 
which should appropriately be operated individually. For example, those retail 
shops selling commodities which need not be sold at specially selected outlets, 
which are needed in the inhabitants’ daily life and whose prices are not high, 
as well as the majority of shops prov'ding food or drinks, barber shops and 
repair service networks and points, may be converted into collectively-owned 
enterprises provided that they pay compensation. The value of the means of 
production may be repair by installments from the accumulation funds which 

come from annual business profits. However, the prerequisite of this readjust- 
rent is that wholesaling through a single channel must be replaced by whole- 
saling through many channels, so that it may be insured that the collect ive-owned 
retail shops and service networks and points may purchase goods selectively 
from sources which provide adequate supplies. We may also envisage that in the 
state-owned commercial sector, the shop premises and equipment of those small 
networks and pointe which are located at very scattered spots may be rented to 
their workers under a system whereby income is shared or whereby the workers 
assumed responsibility for their profits or losses. 


The second category of enterprises constitute the majority of the existing 
enterprises in the state-owned economy. I think that the basic orientation 

of reform is not to convert their ownership into collective ownership or ownership 
by the enterprises themselves, but to gradually establish and strengthen the 
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workers’ direct and joint management of the social production and reproduction 
processes, This kind of management will start at the enterprises and will later 
be applied to an increasingly wider domain of society, This will be a protracted 
process which can be accomplished only through many reforms, The depth and 
extent of this kind of reform depends on the extent to which socialized large- 
scale production is popular, the extent of economic organization, which will be 
increasingly strengthened with the development of the commodity economy, ae well 
as the extent to which the workers’ education standard and management abilities 
are improved, The first step in our reform will be to convert the ownership 

of the means of production and products by the government in the name of the 
atate into direct ownership by the state, Only thus will we be able to take 

the second step to convert state ownership, namely, the ownership of the 

means of production and products by the estate in the name of society, into 
direct ownership by society. The aime of the current reform are: Firat, to 
free the enterprises from their position as an appendage of state administrative 
bodies, and second, to establish the enterprises’ position as relatively inde- 
pendent producers of commodities. It will thus be necessary to transfer the 
functions of directly organizing and managing the economic activities of the 
grassroots enterprises from the state administrative bodies to the economic 
organizations led by the state, and to divide decisionmaking power into various 
levels among the state and the enterprises. Macroeconomic policies concerning 
strategy for national economic development, the distribution of resources 
(comprehensive equilibrium in human, material and financial resources) and so 
on are to be made by the state, while microeconomic policies concerning the running 
of enterprises will be made by the enterprises themselves. Major economic 
policies of the state must be examined, discussed aad adopted by representative 
bodies democratically elected by the people. Moreover, there must be some 
essential systems to genuinely insure that the voting public can frequently 
examine and supervise the representatives they have elected, to see whether they 
are competent and conscientiously carrying out their own duties. Decisionmaking 
at the enterprises must also be supervised by society and the state according to 
certain procedures. Under such a system of decisionmaking at various levels, 
the enterprises will practice the system of independent accounting and assuming 
responsibility for their own profits or losses, In this way, the enterprises 
can become relatively independent producers of commodities under state leadership. 


A marked manifestation of the current grave imbalance in our country's structure 
of ownership of the means of production is that the structure of urban and rural 
collective economy has departed from the correct track of collective ownership. 


The crucial reason why the urban and rural collective economy has been deprived 
of the properties of collective ownership is that the enterprises are subordinate 
to the administrative bodies at various levels and have been deprived of their 
status as independent producers of commodities. Urban and rural collectively- 
owned economy is cooperative economy voluntarily organized by the urban and rural 
workers on the basis of mutual benefits. This essential property prescribes 
their basic characteristics of independent accounting and assuming sole 
responsibility for their own profits or losses. The prerequisite for independent 
accounting and assuming sole responsibility for their own profits or losses is 
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that their enterprises must be run independently, However, because at present 
the collective enterprises are subordinated to administrative bodies and the 
leaders of the enterprises are appointed by the government, all economic 
activities of the enterprises must be under the jurisdiction of the administra- 
tive bodies, while the workers of the enterprises cannot collectively make 
decisions on running the enterprises or distributing the income within the 
limite of state policies and legislation. Moreover, because in the realm of 
circulation, the state commercial system exercises monopolistic power, the 
channels of supply and marketing for the collective enterprises are blocked, 

so that they must depend on arrangements made by competent administrative 
departments, or must become an appendage to the state enterprises. Thus, it 

ie difficult for them to independently handle their production, supply and 
marketing work, Therefore, to readjust and reform the structure of ownership 
in urban and rural collective economy, it is imperative to separate government 
administration from the running of enterprises as well as to reform the system 
of circulation which currently provides only a single channel, by establishing 
through channels of supply and marketing ‘for the collective enterprises. The 
collective enterprises may voluntarily form joint organizations among themselves 
to coordinate their common interests in the supply of raw material:, the 
marketing of products, the safeguarding of their workers’ welfare and so on. 


in che countryside, the establishment over recent years of various systems of job 
responsibility whereby rewards are Linked to output represents a readjustment 

of the internal relations of the production teams in certain links of the system 
of collective ownership. This had markedly promoted the development of the rural 
productive forces. However, the problems in the external relations of the 
production teams, which have existed for over 20 years, have not been solved. The 
unity of administrative bodies and communes has integrated the grassroots organs 
of state political power and the peasants’ collective economic organizations into 
a single entity. The system of three-level ownership by the commune, the produc- 
tion brigade and the production team mainly represents a relation of administra- 
tive subordination, not a form of voluntary economic combination. Thus, the 
internal economic affairs of the production teams are often subject to direct 
intervention by state political organs. The human, financial and material 
resources of the production teams are often coercively employed or reallocated 
by the state political organs without compensation. Moreover, agricul tural 

and sideline products are purchased solely by the state commercial system, 

so that the production teams are almost completely deprived of any power of 
choice with regard to the varieties, quantities and prices of products purchased, 
the time and place of purchase, the grading of products and so on. Therefore, 
for the production teams, collective ownership and independence in running are 
practically uninsured. To enable the system of ownership implemented in the 
production teams to resume the full properties of collective ownership, it is 
necessary to separate government administration from, instead of integrating it 
with, the communes, and to employ many channels of circulation, instead of a 
single one, in the countryside. 


In the process of development, new forms of socialist public ownership will 
undoubted] “sear, but at the present stage, socialist state ownership and 
socialist .ective ownership still remain the two basic forms of socialist 
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ownership in our country, Within estate ownership, or within collective ownership, 
there are many specific forma which differ in their degrees of development, 


At present, various forme of “conglomerations" appearing in the socialist economy 
represent a rather complicated economic phenomenon, Currently, inetances of 
integration, whether vertical or horizontal, are generally compatible with the 
needs of the development of production. Thie reflectsa the development of the 
commodity economy. However, integration may vary in degree. It may be 
relatively rigid or very loose, It may be permanent or temporary. According 

to available information on the current situation, I think it is difficult to 
generalize all kinds of “conglomerations" into a pure form of ownership. Some 
comrades “derive implications from the name" and thus asimplistically equate these 
“conglomerations"™ with what Marx called the “conglomeration of free individuals." 
This is obviously groundless. It seems that we need to carefully study each form 
of integration and analyze the specific internal and external economic relations 
of integration. Only thus will we be able to understand rather precisely the 
changes in ownership caused by various forms of integration. 


Objectively, it is inevitable that at the present stage, private or semi-private 
ownership will continue to exist within certain limite in our country, with 
socialist public ownership predominating. 


Individual economy, which exists and develops within certain Limits, constitutes 

a necessary supplement to socialist publicly-owned economy. Theoretically speaking 
or in practice, we have not yet achieved unified understanding on what are these 
“certain Limite." We must further concretely study this problem. I think that 

in principle, the existence and development of individual economy are justified 

if, from the viewpoints of the overall situation, it is needed to develop social 
production or to improve the people's livelihood, and if it belongs to industries 
or items of operation which cannot be handled by socialist publicly-owned economies 
at present. 


Considering various economic forms appearing in recent years, such as joint 
ventures involving Chinese and foreign capital, private investment, private 
joint stock businesses and so on, I thisk that overall, we should adopt the 
attitude of persistently proceeding from the productive forces. We should in 
the first place analyze each specific form to see whether it plays a role in 
developing the social productive forces which the socialist publ icly-owned 
economies cannot play at the present stage. We should then analyze its nature 
to establish policies toward it. We cannot divorce ourselves from specific 
social and historical conditions, proceed from some abstract morai concepts, 
and reject some forms of ownership that are advantageous to the development of 
the productive forces at the present stage. Moreover, if certain forms of owner- 
ship really embody relations of exploitation, we must not avoid mentioning such 
relations, ignore them, or refuse to set policies to regulate the extent of 
exploitation, just because they are advantageous to the development of the 
productive forces and their existence and development are necessary. When we 
talk about whether some form of ownership is advantageous to the development of 
the productive forces, of course we do not mean whether it is advantageous to a 
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particular enterprise or a particular locality. In the first place, we must 
consider whether it is ultimately advantageous to the vevelopment of the produc- 
tive forces in the whole country. Moreover, we cannot say in general whether our 
policies should permit the existence of a particular economic form, We must 
aleo specifically determine the Limitations to be imposed on those forms which 
are permitted according to our policies, (Written in March 1981) 
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NATIONAL POLICY AN) LSSUES 


REPORT ON FORUM ON OWNERSHIP 


HK190217 Beijing JINGJI YANJIU [ECONOMIC RESEARCH] in Chinese No 6, 20 Jun 81 
pp 34-37, 00 


[Article by JINGJI YANJIU reporter: "Forum on the Present Structure of the 
Ownership of the Means of Production in Our Country--Proceedings and Problems 
Discussed") 


[Text] A forum on the present structure of the ownership of the means of produc- 
tion in our country was convened in Chengdu from 27 March to 5 April 1981. It 
was sponsored jointly by the editing group responsible ‘or the subject of 
socialism in political economics under the economic research institute of the 
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, and the Sichuan Provincial Social Sciences 
Research Institute. The forum was attended by 198 persons from units concerned 
under the party Central Committee and State Council, and from 27 provinces, 
municipalities and autonomous regions. They included economic research workers, 
teachers, and economic workers as well as comrades from propaganda units, the 
press and publishing houses. The forum received 150 theses, survey reports and 
items of compiled information. 


The comrades who attended the forum reviewed the historical experiences of 
changes in the structure of ownership since the founding of the PRC, exchange 
views on the significance of studying problems of the structure of ownership, 
emphatically discussed the basis, status, role and trends of development of 
various existing forms of ownership as well as the inter-relationships among 
various forms of ownership, and discussed the relationship between the read just- 
ment in the structure on the one hand of ownership and our national economic 
readjustment and the reform of our economic systems on the other. Lastly, they 
exchanged views on future in-depth study of the structure of ownership. Below 
is a brief report on certain problems discussed. 


The Significance of Studying Problems of the Structure of Ownership of the 
Means of Production 


This issue was discussed in relation to both the needs of our real economic life 
and our historical experiences. 


At the forum, the comrades acknowledged that under the guidance of the correct 
line set by the 3d plenary session of the llth Party Central Committee, 

tremendous success has been achieved in our country's economic work and great 
changes have been brought about in economic life. After the Third Plenary Session, 
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the eight=character principle of "readjustment, reform, rectification and 
improvement” was set. A series of measures have been taken to relax economic 
policies in the light of the needs of developing the productive forces. For 
example, in agriculture, we have seen the development from emphasizing due 
respect for the production teams' decisionmaking power, to permitting commune 
members to take care of their private plots and family sideline occupations, 

and to implementing various systems of job responsibility whereby rewards are 
linked to output, such as fixing farm output quotas for each household. In 
industry, there have been many developments, such as experiments in assigning 
to the enterprises greater decisionmaking powers and in requiring them to assume 
sole responsibility for their own profits or losses, joint operation in various 
forms, vigorously developing collectively-owned economy in the towns and cities, 
restoring and developing urban individual economies within certain limits, 
establishing special economic zones, setting up enterprises jointly financed by 
Chinese and foreign capital, [word indistinct] foreign capital to operate 
enterprises, and so on. In 1980, it was further proposed that many different 
economic sectors and many forms of business should be allowed to exist together 
in the present stage in our country, with socialist public ownership in the over- 
whelmingly predominant position. The adoption of the above-mentioned series 

of principles and policies has promoted the readjustment of the structure of 
ownership in our country's urban and rural areas. This has been compatible 

with the requirements arising from the nature of the productive forces, and has 
consequently promoted the development of the productive forces. Such efforts 
have been particularly prominent in the f elds of agricultural production and 
rural economic life. These changes have also given rise to many new phenomena 
and new problems related to the form and structure of the ownership of the 

means of production. We must study these new phenomena and problems, and pi ide 
theoretical explanations. 


Correctly understanding and tackling the new problems arising from the changes 
in the structure of ownership cannot be divorced from summing up historical 
experiences. Many comrades held the view that the socialist transformation 

of the ownership of the means of production was objectively inevitable and was 
the correct orientation, with the result that great success had been achieved 
and many successful experiences were gained. They took the cooperative trans- 
formation of agriculture as an example. They believed that in our country's 
countryside, there existed favorable conditions for transforming the system of 
private ownership that governed the small peasant economy, and that the peasants 
also harbored the desire and enthusiasm to take the socialist road. According 
to Marxist principles, the small-scale peasant economy was at the crossroads, 
and the cooperative transformation of agriculture was the only way to prevent 
class polarization. Moreover, organizing peasants to practice simple forms of 
socialist cooperation could help generate new productive forces. Because over 
long periods of time the development of the productive forces in our country 
had been inadequate and our means of production were backward, therefore, 
although the peasants came to possess land, it was difficult for a single 
household to carry out production independently, so that there was an urgent 
demand for cooperative transformation. The road of progress from individual 
producers to mutual aid groups, elementary cooperatives and then to advanced 
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cooperatives was practicable for the majority of localities in our country, 

in particular for the flatland regions, The process of cooperative transforma~ 
tion did actually reveal the superiority of this road of progress. The problem 
was that in the subsequent high tide of the cooperative movement, impatience 

for success arose and "some simplistic criteria were adopted to categorize 
things sweepingly." In the latter stages of the cooperative movement, management 
and running of production units also failed to keep pace with development. In 
particular, in “organizing people's communes" in 1958, efforts to make the 
communes “larger in size and have a high degree of public ownership" as well as 
the practice of “egalitarianiam and indiscriminate transfer of resources" 
dampened the peasants’ enthusiasm and disrupted the development of the productive 
forces. Moreover, backward or even primitive modes of production still pre- 
vailing in a minority of mountainous regions and regions inhabited by minority 
nationalities, To impatiently establish cooperatives and people's communes 

went beyond the real objective conditions. 


The comrades at the forum generally held that the main error in the transformation 
of the ownership of the means of production in our country was the "leftist" 

error. However, there were different interpretations of the manifestations of 

the “leftist” errors. Some comrades thought that the “leftist” error was 
reflected mainly in the following three aspects: 1) The pace of change was too 
rapid; 2) "Some simplistic criteria were adopted to categorize things sweepingly" 
without recognition of actual differences, and 3) Efforts were solely devoted to 
making the production units "larger in size and have a high degree of public 
ownership." Some other comrades thought that considering the external structure 
of ownership, the "leftist" error was reflected in the following: Nonsocialist 
ownership was transformed too drastically; the structure of ownership was required 
to be excessively pure and simplistic; and it was believed that the larger the scale 
of an owner-entity or the higher the degree of public ownership, the better. 
Considering the internal structure of ownership, the "leftist" error was reflected 
in an overly high degree of centralization. A third group of comrades thought 

that the “leftist” error was mainly reflected in going beyond the level of develop- 
ment of the productive forces, and one-sided emphasis on “larger scale, high degree 
of public ownership, unification, egalitarianism," and so on. In addition, some 
comrades analyzed the incorrect evaluation of individual economy and the one-sided 
emphasis on its tendency to give rise to capitalism, with the consequent practice 
of erroneous policies of “severing the appendages to capitalism" and putting an 
end to individual economy. This caused many inconveniences to economic life. 


The forum also analyzed the main reasons for the "leftist" error in transforming 
the ownership. Some comrades believed that an important reason was the inadequate 
understanding of and the divorce of our understanding from our national condition, 
which included the low degree of socialization in production in our country, the 
low level of development of commodity economy, the imbalance in the development 

of the productive forces and so on. Some other comrades believed that theoretically, 
the main errors included violating the law that production relations must be 
compatible with the nature of the productive forces, one~sidedly emphasizing the 
reaction of the production relations on the productive forces, emphasizing the 
ceaseless transformation of ownership, and neglecting the relative stability 

of production relations. 
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Through discussion, it has been further realized that the problem of the scructure 
of ownership of the means of productiouw is a major theoretical and practical 

issue in our socialist revolution and construction, It directly affects the 
progress of our country's socialist modernization, It has been very useful to 
discuss this issue. 


The Implications «f the Structure of Ownership of the Means of Preduction and 
the Factors Det jing This Structure 


1. An understanding of the implications of ownership and the structure of ownership. 


Because the comrades at the forum differed in their understanding of the implica- 
tions of ownership, their understanding of the structure of ownership also 
differed, One view was that the structure of ownership of the means of production 
is tantamount to the social economic structure, Over the past 2 years, the term 
economic structure has often been used to denote the sectoral structure of the 
national economy, the proportional relation between accumulation and consumption, 
and so on. This is not precise when compared with the original use of this term 
by Marx, who took economic structure as a category meaning the totality of pro- 
duction relations. To distinguish these two different meanings of the term, it 

is better to use the term national economic structure for the sectoral structure 

of the national economy, the proportional relation between accumulation and 
consumption and so on, and to use the term social economic structure for the 
structure of ownership of the means of production, It will be more scientific 

to do so. Another view was that the system of ownership of the means of production 
is the basis, instead of being the sum total, of the production relations, and 
consequently the structure of ownership of the means of production is not tantamount 
to economic structure, but is just an important element of economic structure. 


Some comrades thought that the structure of ownership my be studied in two parts. 
The first part deals with how the external structure of ownership can be brought 
into agreement with the nature of the productive forces so that a rational structure 
of ownership can be maintained. This external structure refers to the socialist 
ownership of the means of production by the whole people, socialist collective 
ownership, individual ownership, state capitalist ownership and so on. The 

second part deals with the internal structure of ownership, which includes the 
relations of ownership, possession, allocation and use of the means of production 
in the system of ownership by the whole people. Here we want to study whether 

the “four powers" should be centralized in the hands of the state, or should be 
divided between the central authorities and the local authorities, and between 

the state and the enterprises. Some other comrades disagreed with this view. 

They believed that the structure of ownership cannot be divided into an external 
and an internal structure, because as an entity, everything has an internal 
structure, and it is inconceivable that there is an external structure in addition. 
Structure just means internal structure. 


A third group of comrades held that the concept of the structure of socialist 
ownership differs from the concept of the structure of ownership in a socialist 
society, because the former consists of socialist ownership by the whole people 
(state ownership) and collective ownership, but the latter also includes individual 
ownership in addit ion to these two types of public ownership. At the present stage, the 
latter structure in our country also includes state capitalist ownership embodying 











joint ventures involving Chinese and foreign capital, as well as private capitalist 
ownership whereby foreigners, overseas Chinese and compatriots in Hong Kong and 
Macao operate businesses by using their own capital alone. However, some 
comrades doubted whether it is appropriate to use the term "structure of socialist 
ownership," because Marx and Engels envisaged socialism as embodying a single 
system of public ownership. If there is only a single system, the question of 

the so-called structure of ownership does not exist. The concept of the structure 
of ownership is a new formulation, The formulation: "The present structure of 
ownership of the means of production in our country," which is adopted in this 
forum, refers to the structure of ownership peculiar to a specified stage of 
socialism, that is, it refers to certain aspects of various types of ownership 

at the present stage, such as their nature, form, status, interrelationships, 

as well as the forms in which they are realized, 


Many comrades held that we must not confine ourselves to studying a system of 
ownership per se and in isolation. We must also study the forms in which it is 
realized. However, there were different views on what constitute the forms of 
realization, Some comrades thought that a system of ownership of the means of 
production embodies not only simple relations whereby material things are owned 
by man. It also embodies relations between man and man which are based on human 
ownership of material things in a particular form of society. Therefore, a system 
of ownership must be realized by means of the power of ownership, possession, 
allocation and use. These four categories of power can be separated. Historically, 
corresponding to different modes of production, they have been separated in 
different ways. Currently, in the course of assigning greater decisionmaking power 
to the enterprises and requiring them to assume sole responsibility for their 
profits or losses, as well as in the course of implementing certain systems in 

the countryside, such as fixing farm output quotas for each household and various 
systems of job responsibility whereby rewards are linked to output, these several 
categories of power are being separated in various forms and in varying degrees. 
Whether separation is implemented, as well as the form and degree of separation, 
play a role in regulating the composition of the totality of interests, and exert 
important influences on the nature of ownership. We should really study this 
issue. However, some other comrades held that there are no rigorous scientific 
distinctions among these several concepts: ownership, possession, allocation 

and use, which can also be realized only through specific economic processes. 
Therefore, it is more appropriate to refer to the four links of reproduction in 
studying the forms in which a system of ownership is realized. 


2. What factors determine the structure of ownership? 


The comrades at the forum held that basically, the nature and structure of 
ownership are determined by the nature and level of development of the productive 
forces. Currentl,, the level of development of the productive forces in our 
country is low, and among various localities, sectors and industries, the develop- 
ment of the productive forces is extremely unbalanced. Therefore, our structure 
of ownership can only be one in which many forms of ownership coexist, with 
socialist public ownership predominating. However, must the productive forces 
exert some effects on ownership through some yet undetermined forms (or links)? 
Are there any factors other than the productive forces that exert influences or 
even decisive effects on ownership? There have been different views on these 
questions. One view holds that a system of ownership of the means of production 
is not an independent thing which determines its own nature through the production 
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relations it embodies, and hence determines all other aspects. A system of owner- 
ship is determined by the mode of production as well as the mode of possession 
arising from a particular mode of production, The mode of production includes 

two meanings: first, the social form of production, and second, the moae of labor. 
Now the social form of production must correspond to the mode of labor, which is 
in turn related to the development of the productive forces. Therefore, in the 
ultimate sense, the system of ownership is determined by the mode of labor. Another 
view holds that in discuss'ng the factors determining the structure of ownership, 
it is inadequate t» consider the nature and level of development of the productive 
forces alone, It can only be said that the productive forces constitute the 
ultimate decisive factor, but other factors must also be considered. Some comrades 
said that the influences of the superstructure, historical conditions and natural 
conditions on the form and structure of ownership must be considered. For example, 
because of the existence of the state, ownership by the whole people has adopted 
the form of state ownership. Another example is that because our country has 
already become a socialist society, in which exploitation is banned by law, the 
structure of ownership must not include domestic private capitalist ownership. 

Some comrades said that we must consider some special or reasons of expediency; 

for example, the need for individual economies to exist should be explained by 
certain factors other than the productive forces, such as carrying on special 
crafts, tackling unemployment and so on. Yet another view held that aside from 

the decisive role of the productive forces, no other factors, such as the rol 

of the superstructure and so on, should be considered. Those comrades holding 

this view believed that according to the basic principles of historical 
materialism, productive forces determine production relations and the economic 
basis determines the superstructure. The superstructvre exerts a reaction on 

the economic basis, but cannot determine the system of ownership. Therefore, 

we cannot confuse influences and reaction with the decisive role. Moreover, 

we must distinguish factors that play a permanent role from those that play a 
temporary role. Considerations of expediency do not constitute a decisive factor. 





What Structure of Ownership of the Means of Production Is Appropriate to Our 
National Condition ac the Present Stage? 


1. Tentative ideas about the overall structure of ownership for our country 
at the present stage. 


It was generally agreed that in studying what kind of structure of ownership of 
the means of production should be established in our country at the present stage, 
we must first have a tentative idea about an overall structure of ownership that 
is relatively compatible with China's national condition. However, there were 

a number of different ideas. 


According to the first category of ideas, ownership in a socialist society should 
not be prescribed by a monistic structure consisting purely of public ownership. 
At the present stage, the structure of ownership in our country can only be a 
complex structure consisting of public ownership, which is the main body, indi- 
vidual ownership, and state capitalist ownership. 


Some comrades also believed that at the present stage, the structure of ownership 
in our country must include ownership by the whole people as the leading factor, 
and collective ownership as the basis, as well as individual ownership and state 
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capitalist ownership as supplements. Some other comrades thought that it is 
incorrect to talk about taking collective ownership as the basis of the structure 
of ownership, because a. though we can say that certain components serve as the 
leading factor, the main body, subordinate elements or supplements, we cannot 

say that a particular component is che basis of the other components. 


According to the second category of ideas, if we view the national economy as 
a whole, the structure of ownership in our country should include five forms 
of ownership, namely state, collective, individual, state capitalist and joint 
ownership. Considering a single enterprise, ownership must not be monistic. 
There should exist a number of related levels of ownership. 


Moreover, some comrades held that two problems concerning the structure of owner- 
ship in our country at the present stage must be studied. First, we must study 
what torms of socialist ownership are appropriate to the development of the 
productive forces in our country, what share each of these forms should occupy, 
as well as what relations exist among them. Second, we must study which forms 
among the currently existing economies governedby nonsocialis. ownership are 
favorable to the development of the overal) social productive forces, so that 

as a policy we should permit their existence, as well as which forms are un- 
favorable to the development of the overall social productive forces despite 

the impossibility of getting rid of them in a short time, so that we should adopt 
the policy of making laws to ban their existence. Moreover, we need to set 
policies to define limits of activity for those economies governed by nonsocialist 
ownership which .re permitted to exist. 


Still other comrades held that a basic system of ownership in the structure of 
ownership should be distinguished from the relevant specific forus of operation. 
A specific form o° operation rust not be taken as a form of ownership. 


2. Views Concerning Ownership by the Whole People and State Ownership 


What do we understand by the present system of ownership by the whole people 

in our country? According to the first view, although in our country the means 
of production are not completely owned by the whole society, the allocation 

of the major means of production by the whole society is being practiced to 
turther the interests of members of the whole of society. This form of ownership 
is ownership by the whole people. The second view maintains that, ‘“ettered by 
old modes of secial division of labor, our existing system of ownership by the 
whole people can only take the form of state ownership. We thus cannot deny that 
the existing ownership is ownership by the whole people. According to the 

third view, the existing state ownership is not ownership by the whole people. 
Instead, it is indirect public ownership by the workers. The fourth view state + 
that ownership by the whole people equals the direct integration of the means o. 
production with the united workers on a full scale over the whole society. In 
our country, the present system of ownership by the whole people is still in 

a stage of development. It is not yet mature or complete. 


Must state ownership be reformed? If it must be, how should it be reformed? 
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During the discussion, everyone showed unified understanding on the necessity 

of reforming the management system of the state-owned economy, However, 
different propositions about the direction and pattern of reform were presented, 
According to the first proposition, state ownership should be gradually replaced 
by collective ownership ani ownership by the enterprises themselves. Indirect 
planning should gradually replace direct planning, This will be the inevitable 
result of thoroughly implementing the syatem of assuming full responsibility 

for pro. ite or losses, Some comrades advocated renting the means of production 
to the enterprises or groups of united workers so that the enterprises may be 
run independently in the form of cooperation, subject to the preservation of the 
state's right to the ownership of the means of production. The second proposi- 
Lion held that in imitation of the systems of job responsibility implemented 

in the countryside, whereby rewards are linked to output, state ownership should 
be transformed into a system of joint ownership by groups of united workers, so 
that everyone will be both a worker and a member of the management personnel. 
Thus the direct integration of the workers with the means of production can be 
realized, According to the third proposition, the present system of state 
ownership can just be improved and strengthened, It should not be negated nor 
abolished, The main reasons are: 1) socialist public ownership is characterized 
by ownership by the whole people. The superiority of the socialist system is 
based on socialist public ownership, which calls for an economic center to 
possess, allocate and use the means of production on behalf of the whole people. 
lnder the condition that the state existe during the phase of socialiem, only the 
form of etate ownership can be adopted. 2) To eliminate the residue influences 
of feudal autocracy on the existing systems, we should mainly rely on practicing 
genuine democracy and rectifying “leftist” errors. 3) Socialism essentially 
represents the broad masses of people. With the growth of the state's econ mic 
functions, the estate will cast off its political shell and become a socia’ and 
economic center. 


}. How should we interpret various systems appearing in the countryside such as 
fixing farm output quotas for each household and other systems of job responsi- 
bility whereby rewards are linked to output. 


Are the appearance and development of the system of fixing farm output quotas 
for each household objectively inevitable? One view holds that this system is 
an expedient measure for solving the peasants’ problems of food and clothing. 
instead of saying that its appearance and development are inevitable, we should 
eay that these arise from the need to rectify “leftist™ errors. According to 
another view, the system of fixing farm output quotas for each household, 
which has repeatedly appeared in many rural places since liberation, has not 
only survived under suppression, but has appeared to be in the ascendant. This 
shows that its appearance and development are objectively inevitable. In some 
localities, with the implementation of this system, grain output as well as the 
peasants’ income have increased. The economic results have been conspicuous. 
This shows that there is an objective basis for implementing this system in 
these localities. 


The nature of the system of fixing farm cutput quotas for each household was 
discussed. Many comrades held the view that this is one of the systems of job 
responsibility whereby rewards are linked to output, that it is one among various 

















forme of operation and labor organisation and various methods of wage calculation, 
that it is conducive to the direct integration of the workers with the means of 
production within the domain of the collective, and that it does not represent 

a change in the nature of the collectively-owned economy, The reasons are: 

1) The right to the ownership of the major means of preduction (land, large-scale 
farm equipment, irrigation facilities and so on) does not change, The collective 
still enjoys the power to allocate land and so on, 2) The collective still plays 
a role in guiding production planning. 3) Production is etill coordinated and 
directed by the production teams, Production items that require cooperation 

are still undertaken under cooperation, 4) Distribution is still essentially 
carried out according to work done, Some comrades did not agree that the system 
of fixing farm output quotas represents a variation in the form of operation. 
They believed that it gives rise to individual economy, though it possesses 

some propertice of socialist collective ownership. The reasons are: 1) The means 
of production are partly individually owned (euch as fertilisers, seeds and 
simple farm equipment) and partly collectively owned. They are used individually. 
After delivery of grain to the estate and the turning over of products to the 
authorities for public accumulation, the remaining portion of the products goes 

to the individual. Thus, this system is basically the embodiment of the 
individual economy. 2) Land, farm animale, large-scale farm equipment and irriga- 
tion facilities are collectively owned, With the implementation of this system, 
the commune membere need to deliver grain to the state, turn over products to the 
authorities for the sake of public accumulation and pay rental for using the means 
of production. Thus, this system shares certain properties of socialist collective 
ownership. 





What will be the prospects of the development of the system of fixing farm output 
quotas for each household? According to one category of views, the viability 

of this system is limited. It may even be difficult to envisage any future 
development. Some comrades held that judging from the changes in grain harvests 
in a few counties of a province, this system can produce definite enhancing 
effects in backward regions within a certain period, but in certain localities, 
such as prosperous or moderately well-off counties whose economic conditions are 
more favorable, it does not produce such conspicuous effects as it does in poor 
regions. According to another category of views, the appearance of this system 
as a system of job responsibility applied to the collective economy represents 

a great innovation of Chinese peasants in running and managing their product ion 
units. It represents a major reform of the rural collective economy. Some 
comrades pr dicted several future trends of development in the countryside, in 
the light of information acquired through surveys on the implementation of this 
system in two provinces: 1) agricultural output will grow tremendously, and 
some of the peasants will become well-off before others; 2) with the development 
of production, in the countryside, many different occupations as well as division 
of labor amoung specialized producers will develop; 3) with the development of 
such division of labor, new forms of jointly-operated production units, such as 
joint agricul tural-indust rial-commercial enterprises, will develop; and 4) with 
the implementation of this system, the countryside will break away from the system 
of “three-level ownership by the commune, the production brigade and the production 
team, with the production team as the basic accounting unit,” eo that it will 











become easier te solve the problems appearing in “separating the administrative 
bodies from the enterprises,” the production teams will thus be able to gradually 
become a form of economic organisation, and the use of economic methods to 
manage the economy will be facilitated, 


in addition, the forum also discussed problems of individual economy, the state 
capitalist economy and private capitalist economy. 


How To Launch In=Deoth Studies of the Structure of Ownership in the Future 


Those who attended the forum expressed their view that thie forum was merely a 
beginning in the study of the present etructure of ownership of the meane of 
production in our country, On the basis of this forum, we must continue to raise 
hew questions in the Light of the realities and conduct in-depth, systematic 
study, The current changes in the structure of as well ase variow: forms of 
ownership of the means of production represent yet another reform of far-reaching 
significance in the realm of production relations, following the establishment 

of socialist estate ownership in our country and the basic accomplishment of the 
socialist transformation. The current changes have given rise to many taske of 
study concerning probleme of ownership. Such probleme include problems of 
ownership arising from the implementation of various systems of job responsibility 
by the rural people's communes, systems whereby rewards are linked to output, 
following the relaxation of policies; problems of ownership concerning urban and 
rural collective economy; problems of ownership concerning the state-owned 
economy, Which arise from the experimentation in assigning greater decision making 
power to the enterprises and requiring them to assume sole responsibility for 
their profite or losses; problems of ownership arising from permitting the 
existence and development of urban individual economy; problems concerning the 
mature of privately-run enterprises; problems of ownership arising from opening 
factories by raising funds; problems of ownership arising from joint ventures 
with foreign capital; problems concerning the nature of enterprises set up in 

our country, which are financed solely by foreign capital; problems of ownership 
related to the realm of circulation (including the nature of the selling of goods, 
which have to be transported over long distances, by private individuals, as well 
as the relations of this kind of trade to speculation and profiteering; and so 

on and so forth. In the future, we gust proceed from ‘udies on special topics 
and more vigorously conduct actual surveys in the light of the actual conditions 
of various localities or industries. If possible, cooperation between different 
localities or unite may be organized in studying problems of common interest. 

it is aleo necessary for various localities or units to individually or jointly 
sponsor seminars or forums on a emall scale, to discuss problems of ownership 
concerning some ,articular forms of ownership or certain industries. On the basis 
of the study of specific topics, we should write some reports on surveys or works 
of research which contain vast amounts of information as well as scientific 
analysis, so that we may con.ribute to our national scientific analysis, so that 
we may contribute to our national economic readjustment and the reform of our 
economic systems as well as to our socialist modernization construction. 


On the penultimate day of the forum, the representatives separated into five 
groups on a voluntary basis to discuss forthcoming tasks of study. 1) The comrades 
joining the cooperative group for studying state ownership will continue to :tudy 




















the theoretical and practical aspects of state ownership ae well as probleme 
concerning the reform of systems and readjustment, 2) The cooperative group 

for studying rural collective ownership worked out through discussion a list of 
topics for current study, which includes: the nature, role and trends of 
development of the system of fixing farm output quotas for each household and 
other systems of job responsibility; the orientation of development of enterprises 
run by commune and production teams; the relationships between the development 

of diverse forms of occupations and ownership; the trends of development and 
nature of rural marketa; the relations of individual to collective economy in the 
countryside, and so on 3) The comrades of the group for etudying urban and 

rural collective ownership unanimously proposed the organization of an association 
for studying urban and rural collective economy, which will rather systematically 
conduct investigations on and study the historical and current aspects of this 
problem. In particular, they stressed the need to cooperate with those departments 
which perform practical work connected with urban or rural collective economy. 

4) The individual economy study group put forward taking the strengthening 

O| (vestigations and theoretical studies as the orientation. They also worked 
out an outline according to which they will write and compile some works to 
publish the resulte of their etudy of individual economy as it exists in China 
today. 5) The study group responsible for state capitaliem has defined state 
capitalism (including the use of foreign capital and domestic capital) as their 
subject of study. At the forum, each group elected its convenor or coordinator, 
and decided on exchanging information and articles in the future. Some groups 
also decided on convening forums on ownership on some dates in the future. The 
organization of division of labor, cooperation and study of specific topics will 
help deepen the study of the structure of ownership and various forms of ownership. 
Many comrades at the forum said they were willing to engage in protracted studies 
of problems of ownership and strive to score greater achievements. 
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ENERGY 


ZHEJLANG MARSH GAS UTILIZATION--A provincial meeting on the utilization of marsh 
gae wae held in Hangzhou from 3 to 7 July. The meeting affirmed the progress in 
utilizing mareh gas in Zhejiang Province, noting that there are now 106 electric 
power stations using mareh gas to generate power in this province with a total 
capacity of more than 1,400 kilowatts. In addition, there are now more than 
371,000 household methane-generating pits, ranking the province fourth in the 
whole nation. The development of marsh gas has helped rural areas obtain a 

new energy source, conserve fuel, accumulate organic fertilizer and improve 
sanitation. Zhai Xiwu, member of the Standing Committee of the provincial 

LCP committee and vice governor, spoke at the meeting. [0W101525 Hangzhou 
Zhejiang Provincial Service in Mandarin 0400 GMT 9 Jul 81 OW) 


JIANGSU METHANE POWER GENERATOR--Nanjing, 14 Jul (XINHUA)--A new generator 
designed to generate electricity with marsh gas for use in rural areas has 

been successfully developed in Wujin County, Jiangsu. The 8,000-watt generating 
unit can be used for threshing, grinding, irrigation and drainage, lighting, 
film projection and so forth. So far, 500 unite have been manufactured and 

sent to the rural areas. [Beijing XINHUA Domestic Service in Chinese 0123 GMT 

14 Jul 81 OW] 


JILIN COAL MINES--In the first half of this year, commune- and brigade-run 
collieries throughout Jilin Province produced 1,053 million tons of raw coal, 
LO percent of the provincial coal output. [Changchun Jilin Provincial Service 
in Mandarin 2200 GMT 12 Jul 81 SK] 


LIAONING OUTSIDE COAL SUPPLY--With the approval of the State Council, the 

804-km railway between (Changpingbei) in Hebei Province and Tongliao Municipality 
in Nei Monggol Autonomous Region now is engaged in the transport of coal from 
areas inside Shanhaiguan to the northeast provinces. Since June 1981, 

Liaoning Province has received 90,000 tons of coal produced by Ningxia Hui 
Autonomous Region and Shanxi Province. This railway has not only assumed the 
task for coal supplies but also for material exchanges. It has eased the heavy 
transport burdens of the railway between Beijing and Shenyang. [SK030620 

Shenyang Liaoning Provincial Service in Mandarin 1100 GMT 2 Jul 81 SK) 
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LLAONING LOCAL COLLIERIES' OUTPUT--Locally-run collieries throughout Liaoning 
Province have overfulfilled their semiannual production plan, Their output 

in the firet half of 1981 was over 2.11 million tons, These collieries had a 
monthly output of over 110,000 tons in January and February. However, 
production has increased since the convocation of the national coal production 
work conference, [Shenyang Liaoning Provincial Service in Mandarin 1100 QGyT 

2 Jul 81 SK] 


JLANGXL RURAL ENERGY=<-A provincial meeting on developing energy for rural 
areas was recently held in Anyi County, Jiangxi. The meeting stressed self- 
reliance in solving energy problems in rural areas, noting that there are 
various kinde of energy sources in rural areas including forests, marsh gas, 
hydroelectric power stations, small coalmines, solar energy and underground 
heat. [OWLI01L1L3 Nanchang Jiangxi Provincial Service in Mandarin 1100 GMT 

2 Jul 81 OW) 


ANHUL MARSH GAS UTILIZATION--The third Anhui provincial meeting on marsh gas was 
held in Hefei from 23 to 27 June, calling on all localities to popularize the 

use of marsh gas in rural areas. Attending the meeting were more than 170 people 
including those in charge of the work for developing and promoting the use of 

mreh gas in the province. Second secretary Gu Zhuoxin and secretary Li Shinong 

of the provincial CCP committee spoke at the meeting. Vice governors of Anhui 

Yang Jike and Meng Fulin delivered reports at the meeting. According to statistics, 
the use of marsh gas is quite popular in 2 people's communes, 19 production 
brigades and 565 production teams in the province. [0W101555 Hefei Anhui 

Provincial Service in Mandarin 1100 GMT 8 Jul 861 OW] 


ZHEJ LANG SMALL HYDROPOWER STATIONS--Since the founding of the PRC, Zhejiang 
has built 6,100 small hydroelectric power stations with total generating 
capacity reaching 500,000 kilowatts. The province has also built 50,000 
kilometers of power transmission lines. Last year, the small hydropower 
stations generated 900 million kwh of electricity for rural consumption. 
[Hangzhou Zhejiang Provincial Service in Mandarin 0400 GMT 10 Jul 81 OW] 


CSU: 46006/412 END 








END OF 
FICHE 





DATE FILMED 
/O Aug IQS! 








